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ABSTRACT	
A	core	 component	 for	 the	prevention	of	 re‐occurring	 incidents	within	 the	
rail	 industry	 is	 rail	 safety	 investigations.	Within	 the	 current	Australasian	 rail	
industry,	 the	 nature	 of	 incident	 investigations	 varies	 considerably	 between	
organisations.	 As	 it	 stands,	 most	 of	 the	 investigations	 are	 conducted	 by	 the	
various	 State	 Rail	 Operators	 and	 Regulators,	 with	 the	 more	 major	
investigations	 in	 Australia	 being	 conducted	 or	 overseen	 by	 the	 Australian	
Transport	 Safety	 Bureau	 (ATSB).	 Because	 of	 the	 varying	 nature	 of	 these	
investigations,	the	current	training	methods	for	rail	incident	investigators	also	
vary	 widely.	 While	 there	 are	 several	 commonly	 accepted	 training	 courses	
available	 to	 investigators	 in	 Australasia,	 none	 appear	 to	 offer	 the	 breadth	 of	
development	 needed	 for	 a	 comprehensive	 pathway.	 Furthermore,	 it	 appears	
that	 no	 single	 training	 course	 covers	 the	 entire	 breadth	 of	 competencies	
required	by	the	industry.	These	courses	range	in	duration	between	a	few	days	
to	several	years,	and	some	were	run	in‐house	while	others	are	run	by	external	
consultants	 or	 registered	 training	 organisations.	 Through	 consultations	 with	
rail	operators	and	regulators	in	Australasia,	this	paper	will	identify	capabilities	
required	for	rail	incident	investigation	and	explore	the	current	training	options	
available	for	rail	incident	investigators.		
	
Keywords:	incident	investigation,	training	needs	analysis,	rail	
1	 RAIL	INCIDENT	INVESTIGATION	IN	AUSTRALIA	
Although	 the	 industry	 agrees	 that	 rail	 safety	 investigations	 are	 a	 core	
component	 for	 preventing	 the	 reoccurrence	 of	 incidents	 (Watson,	 2004),	 the	
current	 approach	 to	 the	 training	 and	 development	 of	 investigators	 varies	
considerably	between	Australian	organisations.	A	mixture	of	informal	learning	
opportunities	and	formal	courses	are	being	implemented	to	train	investigators.	
Some	of	the	larger	organisations	have	taken	the	initiative	of	creating	their	own	
in‐house	 training	 courses	 by	 adapting	 varying	 training	 programs	 from	
overseas	 institutions	 and/or	 Australian	 safety	 agencies.	 Other	 organisations	
are	 outsourcing	 their	 training	 and	 encouraging	 their	 staff	 to	 participate	 in	
short	 professional	 development	 courses.	 While	 several	 courses	 are	 readily	
available	 in	 the	 training	market,	 the	 content	 and	 quality	 of	 these	 courses	 is	
varied	 with	 only	 a	 few	 courses	 being	 aligned	 to	 recognised	 higher	
qualifications	 under	 the	 Australian	 Qualification	 Framework	 (AQF).	
Furthermore,	 it	 is	has	been	recognised	 that	none	of	 the	current	courses	offer	
the	breadth	of	development	 required	 for	a	comprehensive	 career	pathway	 in	
incident	investigation	(Short,	Kains	and	Harris,	2010).		
The	 level	 of	 experience	 and	 relevant	 qualifications	 obtained	 varies	
considerably	 between	 investigators.	 This	 relates	 to	 the	 severity	 level	 of	 the	
incident	 that	 they	 may	 need	 to	 investigate.	 More	 specifically,	 the	 depth	 of	
knowledge,	skills	and	abilities	required	to	conduct	investigations	is	related	to	
the	level	of	investigation	required	for	each	incident.	The	rail	industry	typically	
classifies	 incidents	 in	 relation	 to	 five	 levels.	 Levels	 1	 and	 2	 represent	 severe	
incidents,	for	example	when	a	fatality	occurs.	These	incidents	are	investigated	
by	specialist	organisations	such	as	the	Australian	Transport	Safety	Bureau	and	
the	 Independent	 Transport	 Safety	 Regulators.	 These	 organisations	 have	
dedicated	teams	of	investigators	who	specialise	in	conducting	serious	incident	
investigations.	 These	 investigators	 have	 extensive	 knowledge,	 skills	 and	
abilities	 in	 the	 area	 of	 investigation.	 Levels	 3‐5	 incidents	 are	 less	 severe,	 for	
example	 a	 near	 hit	may	 be	 classified	 as	 a	 level	 5	 incident.	 These	 lower	 level	
incidents	 are	 typically	 investigated	 internally	 by	 rail	 organisations.	 Some	 of	
these	organisations	treat	incident	investigation	as	an	add‐on	task	and	require	
all	 line	managers	 and	 supervisors	 to	 be	 able	 conduct	 basic	 investigations	 as	
part	of	their	job	on	an	as	needs	basis.			
In	 the	 past	 rail	 organisations	 have	 devised	 their	 own	 training	 agendas	 to	
satisfy	 their	 individual	 needs.	 Historically	 this	 may	 have	 been	 considered	
appropriate	 as	 the	 application	 of	 safety	 policies	 and	 legislative	 acts	 varied	
between	 the	 Australian	 States	 and	 Territories.	 However	 with	 the	
harmonisation	of	the	workplace	health	and	safety	acts	and	the	appointment	of	
a	national	rail	safety	regulator	in	2012,	there	is	currently	strong	support	within	
the	 rail	 industry	 for	 the	 development	 of	 a	 unified	 approach	 to	 investigator	
training.	It	is	believed	within	the	industry	that	a	national	or	structured	learning	
framework	 would	 ensure	 that	 investigators	 develop	 a	 unified	 and	
comprehensive	skill	range.		
With	the	goal	of	facilitating	a	collaborative	approach	to	the	development	of	
a	 national	 competency	 framework	 for	 rail	 incident	 investigations,	 the	
Australian	 CRC	 for	 Rail	 Innovation	 commissioned	 an	 in‐depth	 training	 needs	
analysis.	The	information	presented	in	this	Chapter	details	some	of	the	findings	
from	 this	 analysis.	 In	 conducting	 this	 analysis	 the	 research	 team	 undertook	
consultations	with	 Rail	 Operators	 and	 Regulators	 in	 Queensland,	 New	 South	
Wales,	 Victoria,	Western	Australia,	 South	Australia	 and	 also	New	 Zealand,	 to	
identify	 rail	 incident	 investigator	 training	needs	and	explore	 current	 training	
options.	
2	 TRAINING	NEEDS	
A	 preliminary	 training	 needs	 analysis	 was	 conducted	 to	 determine	 what	
training	is	necessary	to	perform	the	job	of	rail	incident	investigator.	As	the	data	
from	 this	 analysis	 was	 to	 be	 used	 to	 guide	 the	 development	 of	 a	 national	
training	framework	for	rail	incident	investigators,	the	analysis	was	conducted	
at	a	task	level.	A	modified‐Delphi	method	was	utilised	involving	a	combination	
of	qualitative	and	quantitative	methods	with	a	panel	of	subject	matter	experts.	
This	 modified‐Delphi	 methodology	 was	 selected	 as	 it	 provided	 a	 structured	
technique	to	gain	consensus	from	a	panel	of	experts	(Hsu	and	Sandford,	2007;	
Keeney,	Hasson	and	McKenna,	2001;	Linstone	and	Turoff,	1975).	Three	rounds	
of	 data	 gathering	 and	 analysis	 were	 conducted.	 In	 each	 round	 of	 data	
collection,	 the	 findings	 from	 the	 previous	 round	were	 presented	 back	 to	 the	
subject	 matter	 experts.	 The	 subject	 matter	 experts	 were	 provided	 with	 the	
opportunity	 to	 confirm,	 add,	 delete	 or	 amend	 their	 responses	 in	 light	 of	 the	
group	 data.	 An	 advantage	 of	 this	 technique	 is	 that	 it	 allowed	 subject	matter	
experts	 to	 remain	anonymous	 to	one	another,	 thereby	 reducing	 the	potential	
for	influence	or	bias	throughout	the	rounds.		
In	 the	 first	 round,	 exploratory	 data	 was	 gathered	 through	 informal	
consultations	 with	 subject	 matter	 experts	 from	 six	 Australian	 organisations	
interested	 in	 maintaining	 rail	 safety.	 These	 organisations	 comprised	 rail	
transport	 service	 providers,	 transport	 investigators	 and	 statutory	 safety	
bodies.	 The	 purpose	 of	 these	 initial	 consultations	 was	 to	 identify	 what	
employee	 capabilities	 are	 needed	 to	 perform	 the	 job	 of	 rail	 incident	
investigator.	 A	 thematic	 analysis	 was	 conducted	 on	 the	 interview	 data	 to	
generate	a	list	of	employee	capability	requirements	that	subject	matter	experts	
perceived	 should	 be	 incorporated	 into	 a	 national	 training	 framework	 for	 rail	
incident	investigators.		
To	 confirm	 the	 integrity	 of	 the	 list	 generated	 in	 round	 one,	 a	 structured	
interview	 and	 focus	 group	 approach	 was	 implemented	 in	 round	 two	 of	 the	
training	 needs	 analysis.	 This	 involved	 presenting	 the	 preliminary	 list	 to	
managers	 and	 actual	 incident	 investigators	 from	 17	 organisations	 from	
Australia	interested	in	maintaining	rail	safety.	Subject	matter	experts	from	four	
of	 the	 six	 organisations	 that	 participated	 in	 stage	 one	 data	 collection	 also	
participated	in	the	stage	two	data	collection.	Senior	investigators	from	two	rail	
organisations	in	New	Zealand	also	expressed	an	interest	in	participating	in	this	
training	 needs	 analysis.	 Interviews	 were	 conducted	 with	 subject	 matter	
experts	from	these	two	additional	organisations	to	increase	the	generalisabilty	
of	 the	 findings	 to	 include	 investigative	 training	 needs	 in	 both	 Australia	 and	
New	Zealand.	The	participating	organisations	comprised:	rail	transport	service	
providers;	transport	investigators;	statutory	bodies;	safety	boards;	regulators;	
transport	authorities;	 and	private	 companies	 that	operate	 trains	 to	 transport	
their	 stock.	 In	 these	 interviews,	 subject	matter	 experts	were	asked	 to	 review	
the	 list	 of	 employee	 capability	 requirements	 that	was	 generated	 from	 round	
one	 and	 to	 confirm	 or	 amend	 each	 item	 based	 on	 what	 they	 perceived	 was	
essential	attributes	for	rail	incident	investigators.		
The	 findings	 from	 round	 two	were	 then	 collated	 and	 several	 duplications	
were	removed	to	yield	a	list	of	71	employee	capability	requirements.	This	list	
was	 then	piloted	to	enhance	understanding	of	 industry	specific	 terms	by	 two	
rail	 investigation	experts.	Based	on	the	feedback	from	the	pilot	study,	several	
minor	 terminology	 adjustments	 were	 implemented.	 The	 third	 round	 of	 data	
collection	 then	 involved	presenting	 the	 refined	 list	of	71	employee	capability	
requirements	 via	 an	 online	 questionnaire	 asking	 managers	 and	 incident	
investigators,	 from	the	same	19	organisations	that	participated	 in	round	two,	
to	weight	the	list.	Based	on	information	gathered	in	the	first	two	rounds	of	data	
collection,	 the	 researchers	 believed	 that	 differences	 may	 exist	 between	 the	
attributes	 required	 to	conduct	 investigations	of	minor	 incidents	as	compared	
to	 major	 incidents,	 therefore	 the	 researchers	 requested	 that	 participants	
complete	the	survey	twice.		
The	 first	 survey	 directed	 participants	 to	 rate	 the	 list	 based	 on	 perceived	
capability	 requirements	 for	 low	 level	 investigations	 of	 minor	 incidents.	 The	
second	 survey	 directed	 participants	 to	 rate	 the	 list	 based	 on	 perceived	
capability	 requirements	 for	 high	 level	 investigations	 of	 serious	 incidents.	
Participants	rated	each	item	using	a	Likert	scale	ranging	from	one	representing	
‘not	 required	 at	 a	 minimal	 level’	 to	 seven	 representing	 ‘full	
understanding/competence	 required’.	 A	 further	 option	 of	 selecting	 ‘unsure’	
was	also	provided	for	each	 item	to	reduce	the	risk	of	respondents	selecting	a	
central	 rating	 if	 they	 were	 unfamiliar	 with	 some	 of	 the	 listed	 capabilities.	
Examples	 of	 the	 wording	 of	 items	 in	 the	 survey	 include	 ‘interpersonal	
communication’	and	‘time	management’.	The	questionnaire	was	conducted	via	
an	online	survey	hosted	by	the	researchers	and	was	accessed	by	participants	
via	a	unique	email	link.	To	maintain	anonymity,	demographic	details	pertaining	
to	 age	 and	gender	were	not	 collected.	 Fifty‐two	 respondents	 rated	 the	 list	 of	
attributes	 required	 to	 conduct	 investigations	 of	 minor	 incidents	 and	 47	
respondents	rated	the	list	for	major	incidents.			
Overall	 the	mean	 rating	 of	 perceived	 need	 across	 the	 71	 capabilities	was	
greater	for	higher	level	investigations	5.9	than	lower	level	investigations	5.3.	In	
reviewing	 the	rankings	of	 the	71	capabilities	 it	 is	 interesting	 to	note	 that	 the	
generic	 requirements	 such	 as	 being	 objective,	 using	 critical	 thinking	 and	
maintaining	 safety	 tended	 to	 be	 rated	 higher	 than	 the	 industry	 specific	
requirements	 such	 as	 knowledge	 of	 heritage	 railway	 operations	 and	 rail	
vehicle	 crash	 dynamics.	 The	 capabilities	 most	 perceived	 to	 require	 full	
understanding/competence	 for	 higher	 level	 as	 compared	 to	 low	 level	
investigations	can	be	viewed	in	Table	1.	In	comparison	the	capabilities	ranked	
the	 lowest,	with	 a	 perceived	need	 of	 only	 partial	 understanding/competence	
can	be	viewed	in	Table	2.	The	finding	that	generic	capabilities	are	perceived	to	
be	 more	 important	 than	 industry	 specific	 capabilities	 is	 consistent	 with	
previous	research	conducted	in	the	Health	industry	by	Biesma	(2008).		
	
	
Table 1 Means and standard deviations for capabilities most perceived to 
require full understanding/competence 
 
High Level Investigation Mean (SD) Low level Investigation Mean (SD) 
Thorough 6.60 (.53) Site Safety 6.30 (.91) 
Objective 6.58 (.61) Personal Safety 6.28 (.90) 
Critical/Analytical Thinking 6.56 (.70) Understanding Personal 
Limitations (use SME) 
6.22 (.89) 
Managing Investigations 6.52 (.64) Confidentiality 6.21 (.95) 
Attention to Detail 6.52 (.70) Attention to detail 6.11 (1.07) 
Confidentiality 6.52 (.75) Objective 6.02 (1.00) 
Site Safety 6.48 (.70) Thorough 6.00 (1.06) 
Problem Solving 6.48 (.70) Recommendations  5.94 (1.44) 
Compliance 6.42 (.96) Problem Solving 5.94 (1.15) 
Personal Safety 6.42 (.67) Critical/Analytical Thinking 5.89 (1.11) 
	
Table 2 Means and standard deviations for capabilities least perceived to 
require full understanding/competence 
 
High Level Investigation Mean (SD) Low level Investigation Mean (SD) 
Rolling Stock 
Fundamentals 
5.27 (1.27) Signaling system and 
electrical fundamentals 
4.62 (1.65) 
Signaling system and 
electrical fundamentals 
5.24 (1.38) Statistical Analysis 4.59 (1.77) 
Rail vehicle occupant 
safety  
5.12 (1.52) Rail ergonomics  4.53 (1.67) 
Rail vehicle crash 
dynamics 
5.12 (1.53) Rail resource management 4.45 (1.61) 
Rail resource 5.06 (1.52) Rail vehicle occupant safety  4.38 (1.91) 
management 
Wheel rail interface  5.06 (1.52) Infrastructure construction 
and maintenance 
4.36 (1.65) 
Rail ergonomics  5.04 (1.36) Level Crossings 4.34 (1.70) 
Infrastructure construction 
and maintenance 
5.02 (1.42) Wheel rail interface  4.25 (1.69) 
Level Crossings 4.94 (1.36) Rail vehicle crash dynamics 4.00 (1.96) 
Heritage Operations 4.29 (1.82) Heritage Operations 3.66 (1.94) 
	
	
Examination	 of	 the	 71	 variables	 found	 49	 significant	 differences	 (p<.05),	
with	 means	 greater	 on	 high	 level	 investigations	 compared	 to	 low	 level	
investigations	 across	 all	 requirements.	 This	 finding	 supports	 the	 commonly	
reported	perception	in	the	industry	that	the	training	provided	for	investigators	
should	cover	the	same	content	regardless	of	whether	the	 investigators	role	 is	
assessing	high	or	low	level	incidents.	It	also	supports	the	industries	preference	
for	 the	use	of	 a	 spiral	 framework	whereby	 the	 training	 content	 is	 covered	 in	
increasing	 depth	 as	 the	 investigator	 courses	 become	 more	 advanced.	 For	
example	 when	 asked	 about	 training	 content	 for	 the	 differing	 levels,	 one	
investigator	stated	“the	training	topics	covered	should	be	the	same,	just	more	
in‐depth”	for	senior	investigators.	
3	 CURRENT	AUSTRALASIAN	APPROACH	TO	TRAINING	
Rail	incident	investigator	training	in	Australasia	is	currently	a	combination	
of	formal	courses	and	informal	on‐the‐job	learning	arrangements.	All	of	the	17	
Australian	 organisations	 and	 the	 two	 New	 Zealand	 organisations,	 described	
above,	provided	some	study	leave	and	payment	of	course	fees	for	appropriate	
training	 courses	 to	 up‐skill	 their	 rail	 investigators.	 In	 addition	 to	 providing	
training	 through	 formal	 courses,	 many	 organisations	 provided	 informal	
training	through	mentoring	arrangements	with	experienced	investigators	and	
internal	 job	rotations.	For	example,	one	Australian	organisation	requires	new	
safety	 investigators	to	rotate	through	a	 four	week	orientation	where	they	are	
exposed	to	various	roles	within	the	organisation	to	obtain	a	general	overview	
of	 how	 rail	 operations	 are	 performed	 in	 their	 organisation.	 A	 senior	
investigator	from	this	organisation	reported	that	it	was	critical	to	“up‐skill	new	
investigators	 on	 the	 technical	 side	 of	 rail	 through	 on‐the‐job	 training.”	 In	
regards	 to	 the	 importance	 of	 on‐the‐job	 training,	 a	 senior	 investigator	 from	
another	organisation	described	how	they	considered	members	recruited	from	
within	the	rail	industry	to	also	be	inexperienced	investigators.	They	suggested	
that	 regardless	 of	 whether	 new	 investigators	 were	 recruited	 from	within	 or	
outside	of	the	rail	industry,	mentoring	and	placements	within	rail	investigator	
teams	would	provide	valuable,	relevant	and	practical	learning	experiences.	
The	 degree	 to	which	 organisations’	 currently	 train	 and	 develop	 their	 rail	
incident	 investigators	 through	 formal	 courses	 varied	widely	 both	within	 and	
between	 organisations.	 In	 regards	 to	 variance	 within	 organisations,	 it	 was	
frequently	 reported	 that	 the	majority	 of	 incident	 investigations	 pertained	 to	
low	level	investigations.	In	response	to	this,	most	organisations	had	a	team	of	
several	investigators	capable	of	investigating	low	level	investigations.	Typically	
organisations	 would	 only	 have	 one	 or	 two	 senior	 investigators	 that	 were	
responsible	 for	 investigating	 the	 more	 serious	 high	 level	 investigations.	 To	
meet	the	different	levels	of	knowledge	and	skills	required	for	investigating	low	
versus	high	 level	 investigations,	most	organisations	reported	offering	a	range	
of	 training	 options	 to	 their	 staff.	 For	 example	 one	 rail	 organisation,	 through	
their	 in‐house	 registered	 training	 organisation,	 provided	 a	 fundamentals	
training	 course	 designed	 to	 equip	 their	 staff	 with	 the	 basic	 knowledge	 and	
skills	 required	 for	 participating	 in	 level	 5	 investigations.	 Course	 attendance	
was	 compulsory	 for	 all	 their	 line	 managers	 and	 supervisors.	 Training	 for	
investigators	required	to	undertake	level	4	investigations	was	outsourced	to	an	
Australian	 University	 that	 offered	 a	 modified	 Diploma	 in	 criminal	
investigations.	 As	 this	 organisation	 did	 not	 have	 any	 staff	 responsible	 for	
investigating	 higher	 level	 incidents,	 they	 did	 not	 offer	 any	 more	 advanced	
investigator	 training.	 In	 comparison,	 a	 transport	 safety	organisation	 that	 had	
safety	 officers	 who	 were	 responsible	 for	 investigating	 higher	 level	 incidents	
encouraged	 their	 safety	 officers	 to	 complete	 a	 graduate	 certificate	 course	 in	
Safety	Science	at	an	Australian	University.			
In	regards	to	variance	between	organisations,	it	was	observed	that	there	is	
no	standard	approach	to	the	level	of	training	required	or	the	content	covered.	
The	rail	organisations	appear	to	be	operating	in	silos.	Many	registered	training	
organisations	 are	 attempting	 to	 sell	 specialised	 investigation	 courses	 and	
several	 of	 the	 larger	 rail	 organisations	 have	 developed	 in‐house	 training	
programs	 that	 they	 only	 offer	 internally	 to	 their	 own	 staff.	 Most	 courses	 on	
offer	 are	 available	 as	 short	 courses,	 for	 example	 the	 two	 day	 course	 on	
technical	 derailment	 or	 the	 10	 day	 Certificate	 IV	 in	 Government	
(Investigations)	 which	 covers	 evidence	 collection,	 warrants,	 acts	 and	
legislation.	More	advanced	training	options	include,	but	are	not	limited	to,	the	
Australian	 Transport	 Safety	 Bureau’s	 Diploma	 in	 Transport	 Safety	
Investigations;	 the	 CQ	 Australia	 University’s	 Bachelors	 in	 Accident	 Forensic	
Investigations	 and	 the	 CQ	 Australia	 University’s	 Masters	 in	 Accident	
Investigation.	Across	the	Australian	training	providers,	a	range	of	courses	are	
available	 to	 cover	 many	 aspects	 of	 incident	 investigation.	 Some	 of	 these	
content	 areas	 comprise:	 risk	 management;	 human	 factors;	 compliance	
investigations;	 systems	 auditing;	 derailment	 cause	 analysis;	 evidence	
collection;	 safety	culture;	 ICAM;	warrants;	acts;	 regulations;	and	occupational	
health	and	safety	legislation.	Investigator	training	has	also	been	outsourced	to	
some	 international	 training	 providers.	 For	 example	 Australian	 and	 New	
Zealand	 investigators	 have	 completed	 some	 of	 the	 professional	 development	
short	courses	offered	through	Cranfield	University	in	the	United	Kingdom.		
As	 there	 is	 currently	 no	 nationally	 accepted	 standard	 or	 qualification	
framework	relating	to	rail	 incident	investigators,	 the	selection	and	training	of	
investigators	 is	 perceived	 to	 be	 challenging	 in	 the	 rail	 industry.	 For	 example	
one	 senior	 safety	 manager	 reported	 that	 he	 perceived	 there	 to	 be	 a	 lack	 of	
suitable	training	options	for	new	or	potential	investigators.	He	commented	that	
when	 he	 was	 recently	 recruiting	 for	 an	 investigator,	 he	 obtained	 sufficient	
interest	in	the	position	with	14	applications	being	received.	However,	only	one	
of	the	applicants	had	completed	a	satisfactory	level	of	training.	He	commented	
that	 he	 would	 like	 to	 see	 future	 training	 options	 be	 available	 to	 provide	
aspiring	investigators	with	sufficient	rail	industry	knowledge	and	investigative	
experience	to	be	able	to	perform	the	role	of	rail	incident	investigator.			
The	 desire	 for	 a	 national	 training	 framework	 was	 echoed	 across	 many	
organisations.	 For	 example	 a	 General	 Manager	 of	 Safety	 from	 another	
organisation	 stated	 “having	 a	 standardised	 training	 program	would	 increase	
the	pool	of	applicants	we	can	recruit	from.	It	would	also	allow	us	to	outsource	
our	 investigations	 to	an	external	 investigator”	and	a	 senior	 investigator	 from	
another	 organisation	 stated	 “I	 would	 like	 to	 see	 accident	 investigators	 have	
more	 career	 opportunities	 and	 be	 more	 homogenous	 in	 their	 approach	 to	
investigations.	 The	 problem	 lies	 in	 getting	 a	 curriculum	up	 and	 running	 that	
can	help	facilitate	this.”		
4	 DEVELOPMENT	OF	A	TRAINING	FRAMEWORK	
The	 findings	 from	 this	 training	 needs	 analysis	 indicate	 strong	 industry	
support	 for	 the	 development	 of	 a	 national	 training	 program	 and	 capability	
framework.	A	collaborative	approach	to	the	development	of	industry	accepted	
training	standards	for	rail	incident	investigators	has	potential	benefits	for	both	
rail	 organisations	 and	 individual	 investigators.	 In	 regards	 to	 organisational	
benefits,	 the	 development	 of	 a	 standard	 competency	 framework	 for	
investigators	can	increase	efficiency	and	reduce	training	costs.	The	time	taken	
for	 rail	 organisations	 to	 independently	 develop	 training	 curricula	 and	
resources	can	be	very	high.	Smaller	organisations	therefore	may	not	have	the	
resources	 to	 train	 rail	 investigators	 in	 the	 same	 way	 as	 their	 larger	
counterparts.	 Furthermore	 the	 lack	 of	 clarity	 and	 choice	 in	 current	 training	
options	makes	it	difficult	for	organisations	to	provide	appropriate	training	for	
their	staff.	Additionally,	the	development	of	a	standard	competency	framework	
would	 allow	 organisations	 to	 share	 their	 resources	 from	 a	 larger	 pool	 of	
qualified	professionals.	 In	regards	 to	benefits	 for	 the	 individual	 investigators,	
the	development	of	a	nation	wide	capability	framework	would	allow	nationally	
recognised	 career	 pathways	 to	 be	 articulated.	 This	 may	 assist	 investigators	
who	desire	to	move	between	organisations	or	across	State	boundaries	as	their	
prior	 learning	 can	 recognised	 at	 a	 National	 level.	 The	 introduction	 of	 a	
professional	 standard	 for	 railway	 investigators	 also	 has	 the	 potential	 to	
provide	an	assurance	of	higher	consistency	and	standards	with	regards	to	job	
performance	and	increased	credibility	in	the	industry.			
The	 Australian	 rail	 industry	 appears	 to	 understand	 the	 importance	 of	
having	 a	 uniform	 approach	 and	 has	 begun	 moving	 towards	 a	 standardised	
competency	framework	and	training.	Feedback	obtained	in	the	current	training	
needs	 analysis	 indicates	 that	 the	 industry	 perceives	 that	 it	 is	 essential	 for	
training	 investigators	 to	 obtain	 training	 in	 generic	 capability	 requirements	
such	as	being	objective,	using	critical	thinking	and	maintaining	safety.	Although	
the	 rail	 industry	 did	 value	 organisation/rail	 specific	 experience,	 they	 placed	
less	 emphasis	 on	 the	 obtainment	 of	 these	 industry	 specific	 capability	
requirements,	 such	 as	 knowledge	 of	 heritage	 railway	 operations	 and	 rail	
vehicle	crash	dynamics,	through	course	based	training.	The	finding	that	generic	
capabilities	 are	 perceived	 to	 be	 more	 important	 than	 industry	 specific	
capabilities	 is	 consistent	 with	 previous	 research	 conducted	 in	 the	 United	
Kingdom	 (Biesma,	 2008).	 It	 also	 suggests	 that	 in	 developing	 a	 national	
competency	framework	for	rail	 investigators	that	it	may	be	possible	to	utilise	
some	 generic	 competency	 units	 that	 have	 previously	 been	 established	 and	
accredited	under	 the	Australian	Quality	 Framework	 for	 training.	The	 current	
training	 needs	 analysis	 also	 identified	 a	 common	 perception	 in	 the	 industry	
that	 the	 training	 provided	 for	 investigators	 should	 cover	 the	 same	 content	
regardless	 of	 whether	 the	 investigators	 role	 is	 assessing	 high	 or	 low	 level	
incidents.	It	is	suggested	that	a	spiral	model	be	applied	where	by	the	depth	of	
training	content	increases	in	line	with	course	advancement.		
Given	that	the	Australasian	rail	industry	stands	to	gain	substantial	benefits	
from	taking	a	more	collaborative	approach	to	the	development	of	rail	incident	
investigations,	it	is	recommended	that	further	training	needs	analysis	continue	
to	 be	 conducted.	 Future	 research	 should	 aim	 to	 map	 the	 job	 capabilities	
identified	 in	 the	 current	 research	 to	 job	 competencies	 and	 articulate	 the	
relevant	 knowledge	 and	 skill	 requirements.	 It	 is	 recommended	 that	 industry	
representatives	are	consulted	 to	determine:	how	important	 the	competencies	
are	 to	 the	 successful	 performance	 of	 incident	 investigation	 and	 current	
competence	 levels	 in	 investigative	 teams.	 This	 information	 could	 be	 used	 to	
build	 on	 the	 current	 research	 findings	 and	 further	 guide	 the	 development	 of	
competency	areas	for	training	for	current	and	future	incident	investigators.		
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